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REMARKS 

The examiner objected to the^specification statiiig th^ 
is missing. Applicants contend thatthe rulbs do not require a summary.; In this regard, GER L73 

states: t 



Abriiefsummary'of thSiiwenti^^^ iiiay 
include a statement of the object of the invention, should precede the detailed 
description. Such suminary should, wAe/i ise/ forthy be commensurate with the 
invention as claimed and any object recited should be that of the invention as 
claimed^, (emphasis added) 

The applicantsFelect not to proyide. a summary of the invention section in their 
specification. 

The examiner rejected claims 1-15,' 27-32, 42 and 43 under 35 U.S.C. §:1 12, second 
paragraph for allegedly tailing to particulafly point out , and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicants rejgard as the invehtioh. In this regard, the examiner stated: 

As to claim 1: 

The terra "ievents" (line 6) renders the claim indefinite: It is not clear if It is; 
referring to "events'* recited at line 4. 

*Hhe: execution contexts^ lack^antecedentb 

:Astoclaihi6: i 

"the global FIFO event queued' lacks antecedent basis. 

As to claim 9: 

The term "this packet^ renders. the claim indieflnite; It Is npt clear which 
packet is referring to. 

As todaim 27: 

The term ^'events^? (line 7y renders the cialmindefinlte. it is not cicarjf it Is 
referring to "events'* recited at line 5; 

Dependent claims are rejected for fuljy incorporating the deficiencies of their 
base claims. 



Applicants have amended claims h 6, 9 and 27 to overcome these rejections. Applicants 
amended claim 1 to recite "recei ving events" and "associating an everit qiieue with the ex^ution 
context to temporarily store the events for the event context iFor a duration, of the dynamic, 
binding" thus clarifyihg the antefcodent iss^ by the examiner. The applicants similarly 
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amended claim 27, Clmras 6 and 9 were amended to address;^£mteeedent^^p idehiifled by 

the examiner. 

The examiner rejected Claims 1-I5i 27-32, 42, and 43 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) asjbeing 
unpatentable o ver Freeman et alv (US .6'785i726 Bi) in view of Hanson et al/(PS 6546425:81)^^ 

Claim 1 i 

Applicants' clatim 1, as mne^^^ is distinct over Freeman in view of Hahson,^^ 
conibination of these referenees describe^ ... dynamically bindingvan event .context to. 

an execution context in response to receiving events. . . , In particular, Fre<mlariin^^a^ of 
Hanson, neither describes nor suggests '*a global event queue that is accessibleiby e^^ 
. . . storing eveMs &om the global event queue in per-execution context event queues and 

assoeiating an event queue with the execution context to temporarily store the events f^^ 

j 

evQnt cpritext for a duration of the^ dynaniici bmdin^^^^ 
The examiner sta^: 



As to claims 1 , 27, and 42; ! 

Freeman teaches dynamically binding an event cont^^ to an execution 
contm jn Jiesppnse tp.i^ 

event queue that is accessible by event contexts;^ • 
queue in per execution context ev^ntqueues;^ : 
the exectJtibn contexts tp temporal event bbritext'for a 

diirationx>fthe bM%^ the events received on apef-revent 

basis in the content queues (sec the diiscussioii beginning at col. 1 line 56)* 
Freernan, however, does riot specifically^ 

Hanson teaches a global event queue (see the ^global queue discussion 
begirimrig at col. 14, line 14). 

Itwould have bisenPbviiniS'fo in the;art'al^the; 

time the invention w^sMadet6; m6di^Fre^ 

leaching would have provided th^cap^^^ for^feffectively ddivering events to, 
local ahid remote servers; I 

Tlie examiner dtes to Frei^toat^dol. 1^ line 56 et seq. to Mggest that Frcem teaches 

' '. . . 

"dynaniically binding an event c^^ execution content in response to tlec^^ events . . . 

The applicajits disagree and believe thatFreeman 

features, as set forth above. Ho wever^ since the examiner appears to rely on 54 columns of 
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teachings in Freeman, the applicants respectfully request that the exraiiner specifically identify 
exactly where Freeman describes or suggests "dynamically binding an event context to an 
execution context in response to receiving an eventby a global event queue that is accessible 
by event contexts . . . storing e vents from i^^ glo))alievent queue in per-execution context ey 
queues and associating an event queue Mdth the texecuti^ Clearly^ assuming that 

Freerhan teaches what the exainiher fcoiifcn^^^^ such teaching should Be ascertainable ih fewer 
than 54 columns of specification. ' 

Accordingly, independent claim 1, arid the claims respectively dependirig on claim 1, are 
patentable over the prior art. 

Claims 27 and 42 ^ 

Claim 27 includes the features of ^^a computer program product ... for dynamically 
binding an event context to an execution context in response to receiving events .. ." that 
includes "instructions ... to store events intQ a global event queue. that is accessible by event 
contexts, store events: from the global event queue in per-execution context event queues and 
associate a FIFO event queue with ttie execution context to teinporarily store the events for the 
esvent context for a duration of the binding." 

Claim 42 includes the features of an dpparatus comprising "a global event queue that is 
accessible by all event contexts to store a^ context evbht queues to 

store events fiom the global event queue and a FIFO event queue tp temporarily stpre the events 
for that event context for a duration of the binding and to dynamically bind the events received 
on a per-event basis in the context queues^-' 

At least these, features fflre^not disclosed by the prior art cited by the examiner for reasons 
similar to those provided with respect to ihdepehdeht claim 1 . Accordingly, independent:claims 
27 and 42, and the claimsirespectively depending on them, are patentable oyer the prior art. 

It is believed that.dl the rejections and/pr objections raised by the examiner have be^n 
addressed. 

Canceled claims, if any, have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. 
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Any circumstance in which the:applicant ha^^^ addressed certain ccmiments of the 
examiner does not mean that the applicant tcbneedes other comments of the examiner, (b) made 
arguments for the patentability of some olm does not meto that^ there are npt other good 
reasons for patentability of those claims and other claips^ or (c) ^saided or ea^ claim 
does not mean that the applicant wilced^ cxaMnei^s positions witii respect to that 

claim or other elaimls^ ! 

in view of the foregoing remark respectfolly submits &e application is in 

condition for altowanee mid suchactibn isfespect^^^^^^ at the examiner^s -earliest 

convenience. ! 

Please apply any other reqdrpd fees t 
docket number shown above. ! 
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